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ABSTRACT

This/study,attempted to deteimipe the comparative
effects of alternative instructional methods on the achievement ofselected community college students. The study divided 175 studentsenrolled in a developmental writing course into experimental and
control groups. Experimental students we arated into two
sub-groups: those.involved in independent stud ; $ . thOse in small
group instructi,on. Controls received traditional inst tion in day
and night sessions. Students with low pre-test scores on he
McGraw-Hill Basic Skills.System and who indicated strong f.nily orassociate influences received small group instruction. Indep=sdent
study participants used programmed textbooks, audio tapes, -an'
supporting materials emphasizing behavioral cbjectives. Results
indicated that regardless of mental ability and reading comprehen ion
abilities, independent study group students achieved less overall
t an small grcup or traditional instruction stud nts; traditional
instruction proved most effective in 'night classe and females and
younger (1$-23) students showed greater achievement. However, the
combined results of bot4 experimental groups compared to control
findings established no 'significant differences. (TT)
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INTRODUCTION
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141

mon agreement has arisen in recent years among postseCondaryl

been unproductive and, in some, cases Counterproductive. Coin-

cation have persisted for years, -Most of these, howeverThave,

CO
,

Arguments about the quality .of instruction and edu-

cation

LC\
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educators by citing that curriculum which is limited and

I"shalloW is inadequate. In addition, courses and programs

offered should be dependent on the needs and;interests of

the people and institutions, not on traditiori\and so-called

"normal,"-College-level prbgrams (Gleazer, 1973).

The dream fora better life in America has lohg been

associated with the opportunities afforded_those who have

been able to attsqd institutions-Of higher learning. According

to Losak (1973), the challenge of:the dream resides with
"

the student whoarriVes to the camPusacademicaly under-
,

prepared and who enrolls despite long years of academic frus-

tration andCeven failure.

0
Much of the literature has described the effectS

o aligning learning styles of studehts with' instructionaa."0

0 styles of teachers: Most of the. findings, however, suggest

00 that there is little differdnce in student achievement when
r--.

t.
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.different methods,of instruction are used, but there is

substantial evidence that attrition rates are reduCed

among those who experience a variety of instructional me

thods.
ti

In order to collect information on methods and

,techniques of instruction most frequently used in teaching

community college students, Kelley, and Wilbur (1970) rated

the'responses froma°groUp of 118 Community college "special-
-

ists." .These respondents mete representative of the major
,

-curricular areas within' the community college. The methods

employed most often in t eir curricular Areas included dis-

cu8siOn techniques, writ en exaM /
k textbooks, lectures, and

individual student conferences. Those methods receiving

only average ratings were Audio-vilsual aids, observation,

objective examinatioris, and team eaching. Rated lowest by
,

the group .were programmed learni g, field triPs, And teaching

by ,televtion as preferred teaching methods: t

Murdock's study (1973) of/ 241 subjects in a Maryland

community ,college compared the effects'of independent study,

lecture, and Ascussion techniques on achievement of students

in freshman composition. Findings were determined through the

use of standardized instruments, essay tests, and a student

satisfaction questionnaire were that students assigned to'the

independent study group performed equallyias well as those

involved in lecture and discussion.

The pr'sent study, derived from previous endeaiors

in community college curriculUM and instruction, was to
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determine the comparative effects of various instructional
,-,4;

methods on the achievement in developmental writing of se- %
.-;

leCted groups of community collegestudents. It was further

designed-
,

to compare the effects of independent study and
,..

study

small group instruction (treatment) with traditional in-

struction (control) on the achievementvof -college students

etiolled in developmental writing. Also, the study com-

pared the groups considering intelligence as a function.

The present study included two treatment groups

and two control groups. Conditions, such'as length of class

time, classroom space, and behavioral objectives, iaere the

_same for all'groups. Qualifications ,of the instructional

staff (a total of six) forarl groups were comparable in

terms of \,"degrees' helc and, length of prior work experience

directly related to instruction in developmental writing.
. ,

METHOD

An experimental, study was conducted which included

an original\sample of 208 community college students who

were enrolled in-their,first year of course work,, either

full-time,or part:time. ',Because several students dropped,

however, only 174 were adtual participants in the study.

-T-` 'In the five designated clas,t sections _of, developmental writ-

ing, four were taught during the day, and one was taught at
.:

, . 1 . . -0

night. The
t
sUb'jects'were not selected at random because, briI)r,

,- ,,_,

, \
. -

1

one,institution ,was 'included in the study,-nd the\entire
.,.

sample was i 'deIVelopmental studies at the urban community



college.

The experimental group (two sections) was divided

into two sub-groups, thirty-five students invo d in inde-

pendent study and thisty-six involved in small 1group instruc-

tion. The control group with sixty students was the section

taught at night, and the other control group with Nlorty-

four members was taught during the day. An equivqleftt

amount of time devoted to actual instruction was maintained

in each group. There were two experimental group teachers

and three for each of the control groups.

PROCEDURE

Students who had completed registration and were

enrolled in developmental writing during the fall term were

administered a series of instruments. The program director

was responsible for administering the McGraw -Hill BasieSkills

System: Writing Test; the Diagnostic Paragraph Test;' and an,

adapted version of the Cognitive Style-Mapping Booklet during

regular class time to all groups.

)( The results from the adapted version of the Cognitive
/ . - )

Style Mapping Booklet were used in determinindthe modes of

-instruction (independent study or small group instruction)

appropriate for students in the treatMent groups. For example,

if a student perceivet himself or herself'as having a visual-

linguistic orientation, or T(VL), and "family",or "associate"

influences, he or she was placed in a small gi.oup for instruc-

tion'. Qn the other hand, if:a student displayed, according

-4*



to the map results,- an au4ktory-linguistic 'orientation, or

T(AL), and an "individuality" influenCe:he:Vas assigned to

an independent stUdy group. grOup instrujtionwds pro-
..

vided for those,stddents receiving low pretest sCres"Oh the

Vting.-test and f r those indicating that they were ihflu-
.

.eriCed by associates or family.-Ilndependent studystudents

utilized programmed textboOks, audio eloes, and support ng

materials,- -including behavioral 'object ties . Students n small-

group instyuction were afforded tutorindduring class time
0

and were super ised closely, by a team' of teachdrs. -The control

groups, both' the day class and night- class,
)

received tradi-

tional instruction (lecture and class discussion).

Score on thelMcGraw-Hill Basic-'Skills System: Writing

Test and on the Diagnostic Paragraph Test were used to demo

strate ether gins or losses in achievement in developmental
4

writing at the end of the semester,,. Also,, the Otis Quick-

gicoring MentarlAbility Test, Form FM was administeedte all

groups by the

To d

searcher during the last week of t1& term.

t rmtne whether statistical significance exiiSted,

, the analys s of covariance techniqUe was employed. the

F-test was significant, the t-test was .used todeterMine.the'

s. :precise location .of the significance. , The 05 level of sig-
5

nificance, was used as the point at whichto:reject the n ull

hypotheses.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The major hypothesis o the study was that there was



n no significant difference in achievementi.n developmental

writing skills between groups of community college
4
students

who received alternative (varied) modes of instruction and

those who did not. The scores ofdthose enrolled in the treat-

ment group were compared with those in the control group on

both the writing test and the diagnostic pa'ragraph test.

While the resulting F ratio failed to reach the required level,

of significance at .05, the paragraph test did result, in a

significant difference. The following table with that

information follows. Hence, 6he major hypothesis of the

study wag rejected on the basis of the data revealed.

Table 1

Oplication of Analysis ofCovariance to Scores
on the Diagnostic Paragraph Test for
Experimental and Cdntrol.Groups

Source of
Variation df SS MSS

Groups 924.79 924179 5.02* .03

172 31,653.19 184.03

*Significant at The :05 level

When scores of the two groups (treatment and, control)

were compared using the same instrument, the F value and

t-tests revealed that a; significant difference 'existed among

groups. Thus, smallkgroup instruction was superior to inde-
,

pendedt study, independent study was less effectivli than
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either night or day traditional instruction, and it was de-

termined to be, as an instruction 1 form, significantly in-

ferior when compared to other options in developing the

writing skills of,community college students. The folloWing
- - .

. , s-
table on page 7 depicts the results that, rejected the sub-

*

hypothesis that there would be no significant difference be-

teen the treatment groups and the control groups.

Table 2

Application of Analysis of ,Covariance td Scores
on the Diagnostic Paragraph Test Tor Each
of the Experimental and Control Groups.

Source of
Variation df SS MSS F P

M
- r

Modes of
Instruction 3 1,731.04 577.01: ;3118* :03

Within / 170 30,8404'4 181.45

*Significant at the .05 level

In anattemp, t7to.-deterMine if there were differences

40, between.the treatment grAlps and the control groups as mental

.v
ability rel&tes to d e9;., lopmentalWriting skills, no significant

, .

.

differences' were identified statigtically.c.HoweNier,yby estab-
, q .

, lishing three levels of intelligence: higheSt(96 and over),
A . .

medium (81-95), and lowest (80 and below) and comparing methods J

. ,

of instruction with each leveyit occurred that 4 loW intern-
3 '

ec
- 4

b
gee group was most effected. This was disclosed when glean.

scores on the McGraw-Hill Basic Skills' System: Writing Test
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,were compared by group. The data (see Figure page 9) sug-
,

N\gested that small instruction was the least effective

method for teaching low-ability communitx college students

writing qkilrs.1 however, when the total
\group

comparisons were

condUtted by analysis of covariance, no statistically si ni-

ficant differences occurred.
^

Other compagsons of means indidated that no signifi-

cant differencese4isted bet.reen groups when the subjects

were classified by level of intelligence on the Otis Quick-
-

Scoring Mental Ability Test and in writing ability on the

Diagnostic Paragraph Test. As illustrated (Figyie 2,.page.10)

the method of instruction gsed:had a greater effect on the

performance of the low-abillity group than on any of the others

Most obvious were the e vts of,traditional instruction on

the number of errors made by the day .group as compared with

those made by thenight group. The-data revealed that tradi-

tional instruction offered during the day was less effective,

than-that offered at night. When total group comparisons

were made by the 'analysis of tova lance technigue,.to signi-

ficant differences existed between the experimental and con-

trol groups'. writing achievepent when the' studentsWere

compared according to,mental ability.

In summary of the results the analysis designated

that students in the independent study group (treatment) were
./ '

lesp competent in overall achievement of writing skills than

were those stude "who received small group instruction

'(treatment) and traditional struttion (tontrol). However,

-e

.47

a
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when,. the combined experiment44roupsyere compared with the

combined COntro1 groups, no signifiCant differences were

tablished:

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The following conplusions may be applicable to

jects similar to those Who participated in'the.present study:

1. Groups of'community college students who are
(

l&nrolled in deVelopmental writing and who are engaged in in-

dependent study learn lese-than students involved 2n small

group or traditional instruction.

2. In general, small group instruction is, more ef7

fective than :either independent study or trad.tional instruc-
,

,

tiken itproving developmental wr

3. TraditIonali. ins truc t io

sub-

,

mote effective than traditional in trUCtion offered during'

. the day in improving,developMental Writing, skills-.

' 4. 4Groups of community college student0::With Ctiffer-

ent achieve nO more in developmental writing

when engaged :din indepenpent.studythaivthose Students involved

1.

either- small group or traditional instruction.

(At the conclusion,of the course in develb mental,
-,

writing, the students were asked to evalUate their 'instruction
L

..and the course in genetaL Overall, the students aszessed the

instructional methods and. the course with a degr.ee of positi-

vism. One-of the sbidents wroth: "I may dot be able to write

very 4e11,, but for the first time, I think t can!"It mtist be

1

41.
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2recognized fram that kind of remark that the self-confidence of

the students wa-s'-' nced and their feelings about their writing

abilities improved.
, -

By sit*1-arr programs in higher education, leaders may

be closer to Meeting the real rieeds and goals of. students troth

a-variety of backgrounds than ever before Itis realized that

new attempts are being initiated to meet those needs; thus;
I.

higher education may be moving toward the programmatic ideals

,which have been long overdue.
6

In light of the present study, specific trends_ are

foreseen: .(1) greater attempts by colleges-are being made 'to

personaliZe instruction; (2) an increased emphasis Is being

placed orb competency-baS-ft stxuCtion; (3) a renewed aware-
-

methods.; (4) anness has occurred in improving pisttuotiorial

effort to accomm'bdate, students &th ciality education is

being promoted despite the students prioreducational exper-.t

. encesl-and (5) a prospect of colleies serving a broader spec-

trum of the community now exists.
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